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BACKGROUND ANDBJECTIVES

TheCity of Bellevue conductsi@nnuat SNF 2 NXY I yOS { dzNBSe (2 3+ dza3S NBaARSyi(diaQ aldiAratrOlArzy
reliable data that represents all Bellevue residefisidings help city staff and other stakeholders erstiand how residents perceive city services and to

make service delivery improvements accordinglyis is the22nd Performance Survey conducted by ttigy. The2021 survey was conductediune 7o

July 142021, using & addresshased sample frame ensuag inclusion of all Bellevue households anmiciedmodedata collectiorand resulted in dotal

of 439interviewst 294 completed online145by phone Since 201/survey outreach and deploymehtave beerconducted irfive additional languages:
Chinesdsimplified and traditional)Korean, Russiaand SpanishOne alditional language Viethamese wasadded in 2021.

This document reportends in key measureand noteschanges that are both significant (that is, are unlikelfiave occurred by chance or because of
sampling) and meaningful
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KEYMETRICS

In 2010Bellevue began using 2 Y 9 y 3 5-Sd8 r@tinga proprietary index and benchmarking tool designed to measure quality of governance and
vision as a complement to traditional measures of the quality of life and delivery of services in a city. Five powerfidsydgmrformance are used to
createthisrating. This tool was reviewed and updated in 2019, though the 5 questions used are the same.

St t S-Br$aing dropped from-4o 3.5-Stars in 2018V hile ratings improvedlightlyin 2019, Bellevue continues to be rated as aStar
communityin 2020.Ratings increased significant in 2Q21urning Bellevue to its 4-8tar status andvell within reach of being a 4-Star community

2016 ¢ 2018 (Average) 2019 2020 2021

< T FX F < ST T F < T < F X 7 P 7 b
¥ L - L I » | L I L P L ¥ k [ [

Bellevuecontinues to receive its highest rating for overall quality of life, notably in terms of how Bellevue compares to otheBaliggue also receives
high ratings for its overall quality of servicesSt f S@dzS NBAARSy (i aQ NI}IlGAy3Ia F2N K2g GKS ljdzt AGe 2
increased significantly in 2021

While the majority of residents are positiviBellevue receives its lowest ratings fmerceived value of services for the tax dollars paid andiirection

the cityisheaded Sf f S@dzSQ&a NI GAy3I& F2NI RANBOGA2Y GKS OAGe A& KSFRSR KIF@S 0SS
2016-2018
(Average) 2019 2020 2021
% Exceeds + Greatly Exceeds 93% 93% 94% 94%
Overall Quality of Life % Greatly Exceeds Expectations 30% 35% 33% 38%
% Exceeds Expectations 63% 58% 61% 56%
Mean 7.81 7.83 7.79 8.01m
% Better + Significantly Better 94% 94% 92% 92%
Compared to OtheCities % Significantly Better than Other Cities 43% 40% 44% 50%
% Better than Other Cities 51% 54% 48% 45%
Mean 8.08 8.07 8.11 80N m
% Exceeds + Greatly Exceeds 91% 91% 89% 90%
Overall Quality of City Services % Greatly Exceeds Expectations 31% 34% 32% 2%
% Exceeds Expectations 60% 57% 58% 61%
Mean 7.69 7.75 7.64 7.63
% Somewhat + Strongly 78% 76% 76% 75%
. % Strongly Receive Value 20% H 032 Th 20% 23%
Value of Services for Tax Dollars 9%Somewhat Receive Value 58% 53% 56% 52%
Mean 6.85 7.0l 6.91 6.91
% Somewhat + Strongly 75% 73% 74% 76%
N . % Strongly Right Direction 19% 21% 23% 29%
Direction City Is Headed % Somewhat Right Direction 56% 52% 50% 47%
Mean 6.81 6.72 6.76 7.10m
10| Page
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KEYCOMMUNITYINDICATORS

The City of Bellevuigentified 30Key Community Indicators (KClshich are then grouped intsix overall Community Indicatdimensions Respondents
areasked the extent to which they agreed or disagreed that each of theseatndicdescribed Bellevue.

Bellevue continues to be strongest in terms of being shé¥ing good neighborhoods, and providing options for healthy lilésges related tonobility
and competitivenes® 2 Y 1 Ay dzS (2 NBYIFIAY . SftfS@dzSQa t26Said aO02NAy3 I NBI

m 2016 - 2018 (Average)m 2019 = 2020 m 2021

10

8 @ oyMp Hyo® H Y p

dn

o1 quy dylT 764|770 7 g 7.89

7 7.34|7.30| 141| 7.34 705
6.96/7.00| 6.97

SAFE COMMUNITY NEIGHBORHOODS HEALTHY LIVING ENGAGED COMMUNITY COMPETITIVENESS MOBILITY

i, and/or @ indicatesa significant difference from prior year.

A
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In each dimension below, we have identified the following specific itehish could be considerefdr investment and maintenance, based on the extent
G2 6KAOK (KS&S Ay RA-6driathildnd thejf RIAtIQ inipSrtanceStd resBléntzS Q& p

Invest Maintain

(Highlmportance / BelowAverage Performance) (Highlmportance / AbovéAverage Pedrmance)
Looking ahead to meet local challenges Good place to raise children
Planning for growth to add quality of life Competitive business environment
Planning for major emergencies Supports a diverse community
Maintaining a healthy naturanvironment Safe community in which to live, work, play
Being perceivedds &/ A& Ay | LI NJ ¢ Prepared for routine emergencies
Listens to residents Water, sewer, waste infrastructure ensures public health
Supports families Opportunities toexperience nature
Travel in reasonable / predictable amount of time Environment supports personal health and wadling

Water, sewer, waste infrastructure protects the environment
Welcoming / supportive city

Keeps residents informed

Attractive and weHmaintained

Convenient access to activities

Safe transportation system

Q 12| Page



Topic Area
Bellevue as a
Place to Live

Bel |l evueds
Neighborhoods

Parks and
Recreation
Programs

Bellevue
Utilities

Public Safety

Key Findings
Nearly al(97%)residents say that Bellevue isgoodt (53%) tod S E O S t 486Ppjace o lieThe primary reasons for this high
rating aresafety, cleanlinessocation, parksandschools

AN v A

New questionsvere added in 20210 measure the extent tovhich Bellevugesidents feel they have a strong sense of
community or belongingthese questioawere selected based on an extensive review of academic and basessarctand use
an updated version of the Sense of Community Index.(8&4)lts indicate that there are opportunitiés2 Ay ONB | & S
sense of belonging which coultitreaselJS 2 L S Qa Hdng an8 paidipatidrSidoéial and other adtities.

Whileresidentsgenerally feel they have an emotional connection to their community and their needs are being fulfilled, thi
less likely to feel that have much influencehave strong membership in their communitid$ere are opportunities to better
YSSG NBRaSWYRSS/ (227 60St2yIAy3d o0& ARSYGAFeAyad yR 02YYdzy A Ol
1aS 2F . StfS@dzSQa tibughlynineatyiieh fodzShbldelvehads@nedad visiKa park or pafacility in
the past 12 months.

NearlyaINS &8 A RSy ( ass E NE TS S BREBBB A AFBASReAOK . St f SAdzSQa  LIThY give |
.St tSPdz2S0a LI NJa FyR NBONBI GA2Y LINE Jaxd sgraewhinicdver KafingskKds theli |
range and variety ddictivities

The majority of Bellevue residents aeerye (42%) orsomewhat (45%)satisfied as a customer tfe Bellevue Utilities
department.As in previous yearsheéy aresomewhat less likely to feel they are getting@xcellent (28%) orgoo (54%)
value for their money.

While Bellevue residents continue to give Bellevue Utilitieddiest rating for providing effective drainage programs, which
alsothey2ad aA3ayAFAOlI yi 7T O,2aNdgsifof thid dlefentlnd sertidmpravEdzsignifieadi$ iN20R1f

While the majorityof residents contina to feel very safe in their neighborhoods in general (61%) and after dark (42%), thes
ratingswere lower in 2021 compared to 2020he majority of residentslsofeel very safe in downtown Bellevue during the
daytime (73%)yet are less likely to feelery safe after dark (29%). Like neighborhood safety, perceptions of downtown saft
were lower in 2021 compared to 2020. These downward trandgreflect the general unresind demonstrations throughout
the region and in Bellevue during Sprengd Summerof 2021.

bSINI& Ftf NBAARSY (A FikDEpStMEBPA NEBS & @S NBYE .ODYFS BRBS/Ga Ay
Departmen & | t@ respohdit@ emergencies.

Bellevue residents NE | f 42 ISy SNI f & LI A&A inand $noré thah twofiRhs (@4 & O Nibe QI ¢
O2yFARSYG Ay (GKS RSLINIYSyGdQa FoAfAlGe 08 sapficgrRanGsvppoitmdsyal
' NB & @S NE ¢ HoliNg, Thskating® hate been decreasing over tiared should be monitored.
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Topic Area

Mobility

Transportation
Infrastructure
Maintenance

Communications

Openness of
Planning Efforts

Key Findings

Bellevue residents continue to feel that getting around Bellevue by car is better than other commudresver, the
perceived ability to get around by car increased significantly between 2020 and 2021. This majessflraffic and resulting
congestion as a result of lower travel due to COYAD

While still generally positive (i.e., Bellevue is better than other communities), opinions are more mixed in terms of ease 0
walking, availability of public transportatipand ease of bicycling.

The majority of Bellevue residents say that their road conditionsiae@stly good (53%) ordgood all ovet (41%). This has
remained consistenbver the years.

The majority oBellevue residents continue to be satisfied with the maintenance of sidewalks and walkihays is, however,
opportunity for improvements as a greater percentage jarst 6satisfied (52%) compared tovery satisfied (35%9.

The vastnajority of residents agree that the information provided by the City of Bellevue to the public is useful, accurate ¢
credible

While still positiveresidents rate the usefulness of informatitower than credibility and accuracy
h@SNFft> NBaARSyida FAYyR édrdgardingifs @nir@efios. A &4 a2LISy | yR I Of
Residentsontinue torate planning issues related to parks and community services as the most open and accessible, follc
those effortsrelated to transportation and land use, in that ordetowever, ratings for parks and community servjcegably

the percentag T NBaARSyida aleiay3d GKFG LI YyyAy3 STTF2 Nlecdease@ NI L.
significantly in 2021. Note that Bellevue is currently conducting a parks and recreation survey.

14| Page



A
o, ey
2 o~ 2
= AN
Q = m
LA

S

{¢! 51/ YDwh! b5

BACKGROUND ANDBJECTIVES

The City of Bellevue conductsannualt SNF 2 NY' I yOS { dzZNBSeé (2 3 dz3 S cityssriideS Thdz8seNdd graviesS y 14 Q al
statisticallyvalid survey of resident opinierabout the community and services delivered by local governntéindings help city staff and other

stakeholders understand how residents perceive city services and makeesdelivery improvementsn addition, esults are used by staff, elected

officials, and other stakeholders for planning and resource allocation decisions, program improvement, and policy makiegprTfiocuses on the

results of the most recent suryeconductedrom June ¥ to July 14, 2021 Previous Performance Measures Surveys were completed earlier in the year,
typically February or Marcihe 2021 Survey was conducted later to avoid conflict with several other major studies that were belngtednThe 2021

survey represents the firdPM Survey conducted after the start of COXYBand implementation of stagt-home restrictions.

QUESTIONNAIHRBESIGN

Thequestionnaire underwent a thorough review and revision during the 2017 survey. Eydifew minorchanges were made to tH2021
guestionnaire Themedianphonesurvey time wad 7 minutes Themedianonline survey time wa24 minutes. Thesurveyincluded questions regarding:

1 Overall ratings 1 Transportation

1 Ratings on Kegommunityindicators(KCIs) 1 Public safety

1 Neighborhoods 1 Communications and civic involvement
i Parks and recreation 1 Demographics

M Utilities

hyS YIF22N OKIFy3aS (2 GKS wnum aAdz2NBBSe ¢+ a GKS | RRAGA 2 ydoimugitf THe quésBidins 2 T |
usedwere developed after an extensive review of academic and other researchestgractices on howo ask these questions
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METHODOLOGY

.Sttt SPdzSQa t SNBEuR&NMOtuesSo useSah addemddiEsed sample (ABS) frame and mixed mgub®ne and onlinedlata collection An
ABS frame ensures coverage of virtually all Bellbawseholds. Mixedhode data collectiomffers respondents options and can increase response rates
as well asa more representative sampl#ixed mode data collection can also speed up fieldwork and redasts.

£

¢
‘s

2

m

o

TheABSsample framevas composed of a list of &buseholdaddressesn Bellevue asdefined by census block groupscluding thosdor whichpost
office boxes are the only way they get mailrandom sample df5,000addressesiouseholdsvasdrawn. The resulting sample is¢n matched against a
comprehensive database to determine if the household &adatching cell phone or cell phone number and/or email addresses. Outreach and data
collection varied depending on the contact information available.

a) If no matching phone numbearr email address was found, the household was sent a letter signed by the City Manager asking them to complete
the survey online or by calling a télee number.

b) If an email address was found, the household was sent an email inviting them to complstatkg online or by calling a téiee number. Non
responders were then contacted by phone.

¢) If a matching phone number was found, the household was called and asked to complete the survey bynpduddition, text messages were
sent as a reminder.

In order to obtain a representative sample of mefimily households, a dwelliAype indicator (single vs. muitamily home)was appended to the ABS
sample;addresses marked as muleimily were oversampled during the mailing of the invitations.

A total of439surveys were completad294online and145by phone.

The total number of surveys and the percent completed online is low oniine Fhone fotal ‘
in 2021 than in previous years. This is likely due to the timing of the -
survey. In previous years, data collection occurred sngpring (March / N 22k 225 145 SR

April). This year, data collection occurred during summer months,

immediately after many of the stagt-home restrictions resulting from Percent 67% 3% 100%

the COVIEL9 pandemic were liftedData collection also included thé' 4
of July holiday weekend.

NON-ENGLISHPEAKINGRESIDENTS

All outreach materials (letters and emails) contained informatiofivemadditional languagesChinesgsimplified and traditional)KoreanRussianand
SpanishA sixth language Viethamese& was added in 202I'hematerialsgave a brief introduction to the study and providatink to takethe survey in
one of thesefour languagesin total, 23 non-English speaking residexdr 5 percent of all respondentompleted the survejn a language other than
English.

Number 439 416 20 2 1 0 0
% of Total 100% 95% 5% 5% 2% 0% 0%

g 16| Page




MARGIN OERROR

Themargin of errolis a statistic expressing the amount of randeampling erroin asurveys results The larger the margin of error, the more likely that
0KS &dzZNBSeé Qa NBLR NI SR NI a dihdinargih & rorfodzNdidtaSshthpe Bthe AaRéfSrmandetizSasiifeRub/eyiels & @
generally no greater than plus or minu§fercentage points at a 95% confidence level. This means that, in theory, had this survey been conducted 100
timesat the same point in timethe results would be within 8 percertage points of the results reported here at least 95 timiegs important to note

that the margin of error for 2021 (+/4.7%) is only slightly higher than the margin of error in 2020 @2%) with the larger sample size of 538.

Total Sample n =439
Overall Precision 95% confidence +/C 4.7%

DEMOGRAPHIBROFILE ANWV/EIGHTING

Poststratification weighting was used to ensure that results of 2021 Performance Measures Survey are generally representative of the population of
Bellevue according to the017American Community SurvéyYear Estimates. Details on the weighting methods used and a comparison of the weighted
and unweighted sample to the Bevue population can be found fppendix |Unless otherwise notedyeighted data is used

QUALITYSTANDARDS

ISO

All work was conducted and is reported in accordance with ISO 20252: 2010 Market Researchtgndiitgs, and all respondents were assured that
their responses would be kept confidential. No answers or opinions are tied back to individual residents and responggsgatddpy neighborhood
and analyzed by groups.

ROUNDING

Throughout thiNB LJ2 NI 2 LISNDSy i NB&adzZ Ga I NB 2F0Sy & R%dther skchily agree 4 odsondelvhatd 2 E£ |y
agreg 13%)a ¢ dAEE Aa (GKS O2Y0AYSR & QwintBcaleiieiop hok ©the chidbimeattdora for pieoyho iesp@dedv m

anywhere from 6 to 11There may be times where the top box score does not exactly match the sum of the two individual scqra8%eeither

GadNRy Ifi18%2 NIANBBY S ¢KU3%)EThis iSd&St& roundiribhe rules forounding are as follows:

1 When showing an individual score, round to the nearest whole number. For example: assume that 14.4% of respondentsgseragigd 43.4%
of respondents somewhat agree to a questisvhen reported individually, this reportwoullG G S amm> 2 F NBgieeh¢g RSy (a4
LISNDSyYy (i 2yfteée WwazayYSgKI.GQ 3aINBS gA0GK (GKAa adl aSySyi

1 However, when reporting the combined top hdle rule is to sum the individual scores and then round the re&wolt example, using the same
numbers ab®S omno®m: A0GNRy3Ife@ FINBS YR mModm: A2YSgKFG FINBSO (GKS NBLR
A0NRByYy3If& omoz0 I 3 NBSwill actide Kat th&tatal of 28{dbes dtveSugl theé sum of the individuasand 13 Thisis
because the individuals were summgct, and the sum was rounded accordingly: 14.4+13.4=27.8 rounded up=28.
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BENCHMARKING
.SYOKYINyJAY3 Aa RSTAYSR d daGKS NRdziAyS O2 YLI NR &2y, asdstiffiag td undbvef  NJ 2 NH |
2L NI dzy AGASE G2 A YLINE @ 3BeachmaikingeSablesicoffunttiddlstict?as Beflegu® tddd O2 a G 4 €

1 Quantify measures of performance

1 Quantify the gap between your community and best practices

1 Encouragefocus on outcoms rather than simply performance

The sample frame for the benchmarking data consists of over 2,400 randomly selected households from across the Unif€deStataple frame was
not designed to gather a specific number of completed surveys from a selpiier of cities. Therefore, there is no specific list of benchmark cities from
which to compareBenchmarkings performed against individuals residing in specific geographic areas.

For benchmarking, Belleviél & A ReSufsifd® ey questions are comued to
1 Allrespondents Nationwide
1 Otherrespondentdn the Pacific West census division (Washington, Oregon, California, Hawaii, and Alaska).
1 Otherrespondentsn Washington

The contents of all benchmark data available in this report are copyright€@binmEngagd,LC, unless otherwise indicated. All rights are reserved by
Northwest Research Group and benchmark data may not be reproduced, downloaded, disseminated, publistiesfeored in any form or by any
means except with the prior written permission of Northwest Research Group

West South

Central

lalk Nl 126FNR g9 . Aff YAEYINIAYZ a! aaSaayvySyd 2F . SyOKYFINJAYy3d gAGKAY D2@SNYYSyd hNEIF YA
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REPORTINGONVENTIONS

In addition to analysis by key demographic segments, Tablel: Unweighted vs. Weighted Distribution of Interviews by Bellevaighkorhood
analysis looks at differences in results by neighborhoc

BelRed Newport Unweighted Sample Size Weighted Sample Size
fiBridle Trails fNortheast Bellevue BelRed 9 11
f[Cougar Mountain / Lakemon fNorthwest Bellevue Bridle Trails 24 23
fICrossroads Somerset Cougar Mountain / Lakemont 26 28
I Downtown west Bellevue Crossroads 32 32
Y Eastgate West Lake Sammamis Downtown 73 80
fFactoria Wilburton Eastgate 24 24
fLake Hills fTWoodridge Factoria 10 9
_ Lake Hill 54 54
Thetgble to the nghtshows the t_otahumber pf Newport 21 22
unweightedand weighted interviewsThe study was not
. . : Northeast Bellevue 36 32
designed to control for neighborhood level population: Northwest Bellevue o5 21
so the number otompleted interviews may not match
the actual population distribution of Bellevue. Somerset 16 16
WestBellevue 29 27
Poststratification weighting was performed to ensure | WestlLake Sammamish 22 22
that the weighted sample closely matched the age an | Wwilburton 17 18
gender characteristics of the entinity of Bellevue. No | \oodridge 16 14
weighting was done at the neighborhood level. This m | 145 434 434

Change the_ nglghborhood d'Str'bUtfon of resp(.)nses. Care should be used in interpreting results within smaller communities when unweighted sample
slightly. This is normal drdoes not impact the integrity 4re small (n =<25). While comparisons by neighborhoods can be made, margins of error are lar
of the survey. differences between neighborhoods may not be statisticitjnificant.

CKNRdzaK2dzi GKS adaNBSe (K BelRedn-=9)

when discussing results that caa projected to the Factoria (n=0)

L2 Lzt F GA2y® ¢KS GSN)XY aNB Newport (n = 21)

unweighted sample sizes asenaller,and caution shoulc Somerset (n = 17)

be used in projecting the results. West Lake Sammamish (n = 22)
Woodridge (n=17)

Wilburton (n=15)

=2 =8 =4 -84
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Year after year,gsidents give consistently high ratingfsBellevue as ¢
place to live more thantwo out of five residents say that Bellevue i
an cexcellent place to live An additional 53 percergay Bellevue is a
gook LJ I QS G2 tA@S

Whenask®& (2 RSaAaONAROGS . St f Seadzhdsafe
were mentioned most often. St £ S@dzSQa O2y @Sy
access as well as access to parks and recreation, amenities, good
schools, and general environment were also mentioned.

Table2y . St f S@dz5Qa . Sad ! GdNXOGdzi ¢

i of Mentions

Safe 104
Clean 99
Location 67
Parks 58
Schools 59
Amenities 38
Diversity 29
Recreation 28
Green 28
Beautiful 24

Figurel: Perceptions of Bellevue afkce to Live

Excellent

m Good

mm Neutral

Poor / Very
Poor

2016-2018 2019 2020
(Average)

Q1Ir Overall, how would you describe the city of Bellevue as a place to live?
por /Indicates a significant increase or decrease from the previous year at a 95% confidence level.
Meanbasedonelevenl2 Ay i a0OFfS GKSNB ané YSIyda axSNE LR2
Base: All respondents
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While there is some variation in ratings acrogsghborhoods and demographic segments, these differences are not statistically significant.

Table3: Perceptions oBellevue as a Place to Live by Neighborhood

Poor Neutral Good Excellent Mean Sample Siz¢
BelRed 6% 0% 50% 44% 7.54 (n=9)
Bridle Trails 0% 0% 69% 31% 8.09 (n=24)
Cougar Mountain / Lakemont 0% 0% 67% 330 8.27 (n=26)
Crossroads 2% 4% 61% 34% 8.07 (n=32)
Downtown 3% 0% 49% 48% 8.41 (n=73)
Eastgate 0% 0% 69% 31% 8.18 (n=24)
Factoria 0% 10% 48% 41% 7.83 (n=10)
Lake Hills 0% 0% 47% 53% 8.62 (n=54)
Newport 0% 5% 40% 55% 8.35 (n=21)
Northeast Bellevue 0% 4% 59% 38% 8.21 (n=36)
Northwest Bellevue 0% 0% 30% 70% 8.92 (n=25)
West Lake Sammamis 0% 0% 29% 71% 9.13 (n=22)
Somerset 0% 0% 47% 53% 8.88 (n=16)
West Bellevue 6% 0% 57% 37% 7.95 (n=29)
Wilburton 0% 0% 82% 18% 7.94 (n=17)
Woodridge 0% 0% 56% 44% 8.21 (n=16)
QIr Overall, how would you describe the city of Bellevue as a place to live?
Meanbasedoneleveniz A yii a0l £ S GKSENE WHZENKSIYR amné YSIya a9EOStfSyids
Base: All respondents
Use caution in interpreting these results; small sample sizes
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OVERALRATING

After experiencing a significant decrease in ratings in 284&pping from a 4to a3.5-Star city and holding steady through 202Bellevuehas returned
to its 4-Star statusCurrent 2021 ratingare higher than any other yeand are well within reach of being a 43ar community

Figure2Y / A& 2 BtarRéting SPdzSQa p

2021

2016- 2018 AVERAGE 2019 2020 2021

e | OWeEr Limit 3.5-Star City e Upper Limit 3.5-Star City / Lower Limit 4.0-Star City Bellevue's Rating === Upper Limit 4.0-Star City
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Bellevue continues to receive its highest ratings for its overall qua Figure3: 5-Star Rating Compared frevious Years

2T tATFTST y2Gro0fé& Ay (SNya 27
compares to other cities.

T ¢KS AYONBFasS Ay (GKS OAipart® 3
a significant increase in the rating for Bellewaoenpared to
other citiesas well as to an increase in ratings for overall
quality of life

Compared to the other measureBellevue receivean average rating
for its overall quality of service$hs rating has remained stable ove
the years.

Bellevue receiveitslowest ratings for direction the city is headed,
and the value of services residents feel they receive for the tax do

they pay.

1 While ratings for the value of services residents faely
receive for the tax dollars they pay remains unchanged fro
2020, there has been a slight (although not statistically
significant) increase in ratings for the direction the city is
headed.

Quality of Life

Value of
SEY S

Direction
Community is
Headed

——?016-2018 2019 2020
Average

AAkh Akkd Aok

Quiality of
Services

Comparability
to Other
Communities

2021

24| Page



Samedt
P

TSHING

Bellevue rates well above national and regional benchmarks for al Figure4: 5-Star Rating Compared to Other Communities

five metrics.

Bellevue raings are higher than other 3.Star communities for all
metrics except for the direction the city is headed.

Bellevue is comparable to otherStar communities in terms of the
quality of life it offersRatings are significantly lower for direction th
city is headed. They are somewhat lower for value of services anc
overall quality of city services.

Value of
Service

Direction
Community is
Headed

ammBellevue
Pacific

4-Star Communities

Quality of Life

Quality of
SEES

omparability
to Other
Communities

National

3.5-Star Communities
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DETAILERATINGS

Overall Quality of Life in Bellevue
More than rine out of ten(94%). St f S@dzS NBaARSyda aleée GKIG GKS 2@0SNYIff ljdatAde 2F €AF

Ratings for the overall quality of life in Bellevinereased in 2021 and are at the highest levels recorded in recent. ydaedotalpercentage stating that
the overall quality of lifgreatlyexceeds expectatioriacreased significantly

Figure5: Overall Quality of Life in Bellevue

Greatly Exceeds
Expectations

Exceeds Expectation
mmmm Vieets Expectations
Does Not Meet

Expectations

*==Vean

2016 - 2018 (Average) 2019 2020 2021

CurrStatt How would you rate the overall quality of life in the city oféReie?
por /Indicates a significant increase or decrease from the previous year at a 95% confidence level.

Mean basedoneleveni2 Ay aOF S 6KSNB ané¢ YSlya a528& y2i YSSG SELISOGFGA2ya G Ftté FyR amné YSIya aDNB
Base: Alfespondents

A
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Table4: Overall Quality of Life by Neighborhood

Does not Meet Meets Exceeds Greatly Exceeds Mean Sample Size

BelRed 15% 0% 51% 34% 7.25 (n=9)

Bridle Trails 0% 0% 68% 32% 8.10 (n=24)

Cougar Mountain /Lakemont 0% 0% 74% 26% 7.65 (n=26)

Crossroads 4% 9% 53% 35% 7.77 (n=32)

Downtown 2% 2% 51% 44% 8.17 (n=73)

Eastgate 3% 8% 73% 16% 7.53 (n=24)

Factoria 10% 0% 69% 20% 7.58 (n=10)

Lake Hills 4% 2% 60% 34% 7.91 (n=54)

Newport 0% 5% 67% 29% 7.92 (n=21)

Northeast Bellevue 0% 8% 52% 40% 7.95 (n=36)

Northwest Bellevue 0% 2% 31% 67% 8.64 (n=25)

West Lake Sammamis 0% 0% 35% 65% 8.80 (n=22)

Somerset 0% 0% 60% 40% 8.44 (n=16)

West Bellevue 4% 13% 38% 46% 7.75 (n=29)

Wilburton 0% 0% 57% 43% 8.43 (n=17)

Woodridge 0% 0% 65% 35% 8.04 (n=16)

CurrStarlt How would you rate the overall quality of life in the city of Bellevue?

Meanbasedoneleveniz A yii a0l S 6KSNB ané 452854 YSSELSPIWSOhRya2Y A Fffté¢ IyR amné YSIya

Base: All respondents

Use caution in interpreting these results; small sample sizes
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Overall Quality of City Services

While most (90%3ay that the overall quality of city services exceeds their expectatibagpercentage saying that the overall quality of city services
greatly exceeds their expectations has decreased. However, this decrease is not statistically significant.

These atingshave been relatively stable over the years.

Figure6: Overall Quality of City Services

Greatly Exceeds
Exceeds

m Veets

Does Not Meet

0,
*==Mean

e ==Z=m BN 2N

2016 - 2018 (Average 2018 2020 2021

CurrSta2t How would you rate the overall quality of services provided by the City of Bellevue?
por /[ Indicates a significant increase or decrease from the previous year at a 95% confidence level.

Mean basedoneleveni2 Ay a0l S gKSNB ané¢ YSlya 6528a yz2i YSSG SELISOGLIGA2ya G Ftfté yR amné YSIya 4aDNB
Base: All respondents

A
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Ratings for quality of city services are consistent across neighborhoods.

Table5: Quality of City Services by Neighborhood

Does not Meet Meets Exceeds Greatly Exceeds Mean Sample Size
BeIRed| 6% 0% 72% 23% 7.56 (n=9)
Bridle Trails 0% 0% 76% 24% 7.84 (n=24)
Cougar Mountain / Lakemon 4% 0% 71% 25% 7.78 (n=26)
Crossroads 9% 2% 60% 29% 7.53 (n=32)
Downtown | 5% 2% 56% 37% 7.81 (n=73)
Eastgate 3% 3% 73% 20% 7.61 (n=24)
Factoria| 10% 27% 49% 13% 6.74 (n=10)
Lake Hills 10% 3% 58% 29% 7.14 (n=54)
Newport | 7% 3% 68% 22% 7.35 (n=21)
Northeast Bellevue 2% 20% 52% 26% 7.51 (n=36)
Northwest BeIIevue| 0% 2% 59% 38% 8.24 (n=25)
West Lake Sammamis 0% 3% 62% 35% 8.26 (n=22)
Somerset| 0% 0% 62% 38% 8.22 (n=16)
West Bellevue 6% 8% 53% 33% 7.44 (n=29)
Wilburton | 4% 25% 57% 14% 7.21 (n=17)
Woodridge 0% 14% 68% 18% 7.36 (n=16)
CurrSta2t How would you rate the overall quality of services provided by the City of Bellevue?
por /Indicates a significant increase or decrease from the previous year at a 95% confidence level.
Meanbasedoneleven2 Ay i &0+ S sKSNB ané YStya a528a yz2d YvS§SG SELISOGIGARZYA d FEté yR amné YStya

Base: All respondents
Use cation in interpreting these resultsmall sample sizes
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Comparability to Other Communities

Bellevue residents generally agree that when compared to other cities andsi®efievue is bettetHalf feel that Bellevue is a significantly better place
to live than other communities. This percentage has been increasingoyeayear since 2019 and is currently at its highest level. As noted earlier, the
AAAYATFAOLI Yl AYONBIFIAS Ay GKAA NrdAy3a KFa | LINBF2dzyR AYLI OG 2y . SttSQ

Figure7: Comparability to Other Communities

Significantly Better

e Better

mmm The Same

Worse

*==Mean

4% 3% 5% 30
3% 3% 3% 2%

2016 - 2018 (Average) 2019 2020 2021

CurrStai3t Compared with other cities and towns, how would you rate Bellevue as a place to live?
Mean basedonelevenl2 A yii aOl £t S 6KSNB ané YSIya

por /Indicates a significant increase or decrease from the previous year at a 95% confidence level.
Base: All respondents
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Ratings are consistent across neighborhoods.

Table6: Compaability to Other Communities by Neighborhood

Worse Than Same Better than  Significantly Better Mean Sample Size
BelRed 6% 0% 58% 36% 7.85 (n=9)
Bridle Trails 0% 0% 61% 39% 8.20 (n=24)
Cougar Mountain / Lakemont 0% 6% 60% 350 783 (n=26)
Crossroads 2% 12% 52% 34% 7.91 (n=32)
Downtown 0% 3% 34% 62% 8.67 (n=73)
Eastgate 0% 3% 41% 55% 8.35 (n=24)
Factoria 10% 0% 40% 50% 8.23 (n=10)
Lake Hills 2% 3% 40% 54% 8.42 (n=54)
Newport 0% 5% 67% 28% 7.88 (n=21)
Northeast Bellevue 0% 6% 33% 61% 8.53 (n=36)
Northwest Bellevue 0% 0% 35% 65% 8.80 (n=25)
West Lake Sammamis 0% 0% 40% 60% 8.93 (n=22)
Somerset 0% 0% 41% 59% 8.78 (n=16)
West Bellevue 16% 0% 33% 51% 7.82 (n=29)
Wilburton 4% 0% 67% 29% 8.13 (n=17)
Woodridge 0% 7% 47% 46% 8.37 (n=16)
CurrStai3t Compared with othgr cities and towns, how would you rate Bellevue as a place to live? 3 ) o o L 3
Meanbasedoneleven2 Ay i &0+ S 6KSNB ané YStya a{AIyATAOLyGte& s2NBS (KIYy 20KSNI OAGAS&a: FyR amnté
Base: All respondents
Use caution in interpreting these resyksall sample sizes
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Direction City Is Headed
WSAARSY(iaQ LISNOSLIGA2ya 2F GUKS RANBOGAZ2Y (GKS OAGE& Adratikgdl RSR Ffaz2z 02y

The percentage of residents who feel Bellevue is strongly headed in the right direction increased significahysame time, the percentage of
negative (wrong direction) ratings decreased slightly.

Figure8: Direction City Is Helad

e
’ Strongly Right

56% 0 - ;
- Somewhat Right
mmm Neutral
Wrong Direction

*==Mean

13%

12%

2016 - 2018 (Average) 2019

CurrStadit Overallwould you say that Bellevue is headed in the right or wrong diréttiaor / Indicates a significant increase or decrease from the previous year at a 95% confidence level.
Meanbasedonelevenl2 Ay i a0t S SKSNE KAERSBIYyyE GRENBNBEYI RANBOGAZ2YE YR amné YSlIya af{iGNRy3ate K
por /Indicates a significant increase or decrease from the previous year at a 95% confidence level.

Base: All respondents
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Table7: Direction City Is Headed by Neighborhood

Wrong Direction Neutral Right Direction Strongly Right Mean Sample Size
Direction
BelRed 11% 17% 35% 36% 7.20 (n=9)
Bridle Trails 13% 8% 44% 36% 7.08 (n=24)
Cougar Mountain /
Lakemont 29% 4% 42% 26% 6.35 (n=26)
Crossroads 21% 2% 40% 37% 6.93 (n=32)
Downtown 6% 18% 48% 28% 7.28 (n=73)
Eastgate 9% 16% 52% 22% 6.89 (n=24)
Factoria 0% 20% 52% 28% 7.34 (n=10)
Lake Hills 10% 14% 45% 32% 7.25 (n=54)
Newport 8% 33% 38% 22% 6.88 (n=21)
Northeast Bellevue 15% 10% 45% 30% 6.92 (n=36)
Northwest Bellevue 9% 3% 59% 29% 7.32 (n=25)
West Lake Sammamis 7% 0% 67% 26% 7.59 (n=22)
Somerset 4% 0% 59% 37% 8.08 (n=16)
West Bellevue 21% 17% 26% 36% 6.77 (n=29)
Wilburton 8% 8% 70% 14% 6.85 (n=17)
Woodridge 6% 21% 48% 25% 6.89 (n=16)
CurrStadt Overall,would you say that Bellevue is headed in the right or widiregtior?
Meanbasedoneleveni2 A yii a0l S gKSNB ané YSIya a{iNRy3dfiée KSIRSR Ay (KS 4gNRy3d RANBOGAZYE YR amné
Base: All respondents
Use caution in interpreting these results; small sample sizes
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Value of Sevices for Tax Dollars Paid

While Bellevue residentsontinue togivethe lowest ratingfor the perceive value of services for tax dollars p#ig majority of residents are positive
After decreasing in 2016 to 2018 from previous yedris, inetric has mnainedunchangedsince then

Figure9: Value of Services for Tax Dollars Paid

Definitely getting my
T‘. mm Getting my money's
worth

mmm Neutral

Not getting my money's
worth

*==Mean

11% 13%

11% - 12%
154 e Bz

0% — — =
2016 - 2018 (Average) 2019 2020

CunStaSt 52 &2dz FSSf @&2dz NB 3ISGlGAYy3I &2dNJ Y2y S&Qa 62NIK F2NJ 82dz2NJ OAdeé Gl E R2ffl NK

por /[ Indicates a significant increase or decrease from the previous year at a 95% confidence level.

Meanbasedonelevenl2 Ay i aOFtS SKSNB ané YSIyada a58FAyAGSte y234 3ISGiAy3a vYe v2ySeQa 62NIKE FyR amné
Base: All respatents
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There is a clear relationship between the perceived value of services received for tax dollasdihi extent to which residents feel the city is headed
in the right direction Moreover, the strength of this relationship has increased sincé202

CiT)y

Currently, nore than ralf (55%)2 ¥ (G K24S NBaARSyi(ia ¢oK2 FSSf (GKS OAle Aa KSFRSR Ay (KS
tax dollars they payan increase from just half (50%) in 2020

On the other handmore than half{52%)of those who believe the city is strongly headed in the right direction feel they are definitely getting their
Y2 y S @ Qaan m@ddde fonfess than half (45%) in 2020

FigurelO: Relationship between Peieed Value of Services for Tax Dollars Paid and Direction the i@itgded

Definitely getting my
money's worth
mmm Getting my money's
6.28
ann

worth

mmm Neutral

Not getting my money's
worth

=

*==Mean

m *4%
: L1 H: @ L L&

Headed in the Wrong Direction Somewhat Headed in Right  Strongly Headed in Right
Direction Direction

CunStaSt 52 &2dz FSSf @&2dz NB 3ISGlGAYy3I &2dNJ Y2y S&Qa 62NIK F2NJ @82dzNJ OAdeé Gl E R2ffl NK

por /Indicates a significartifferencefrom adjacent columnsat a 95% confidence level.

Meanbasedonelevenl2 Ay i aOF S gKSNB ané YSIyad a5STAyAGSte y2G 3ISGiAy3a ve vY2ySeqQa ¢g2NIKE FyR amné YSIy
Base: All respondents
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OVERALRATINGS

The City of Bellevue identifieB0 Key Community Indicators (KQtgt it usesfor performance measuremengach year, respondents indicate the extent
to which they agree or disagree that each of these indicators describe the city. In@Q@hEngagasedfactor analysis to identify the extent to which
responses to multiple questions have similar patterns of responses (i.e., are correlated) because they are assthicatatent (not directly measured)
variable. The gquestions that are most highly conediawith theselatent variable are combined to create a new variablealled a dimension. The

/haa! blbts5 L/ !

following tableshows which questiorare highly related to one another and how thaye grouped to create each of the six dimensions

Dimension

Key Community Indicators

Competitiveness

Is a good place to raise children
Fosters and supports a diverse community in which all residents have the opportunity to live well, work, and play

Isdoing a good job helping to create a competitive business environment that supports entrepreneurs and creates jobs

Is a visionary community in which creativity is fostered

Is doing a good job of planning for growth in ways that add value tojtiadity of life
Is doing a good job of looking ahead to meet regional challenges

Is doing a good job of looking ahead to meet local challenges

Engaged

Does a good job of keeping residents informed

Is a welcoming and supportive community tligEgmonstrates caring for people through its actions
Encourages citizen engagement such as volunteering or participating in community activities
Listens to its residents and seeks their involvement

Healthy Living

Offers me and my familypportunities to experience nature where we live, work, and play

Environment supports my personal health and weding

Is doing a good job of maintaining and enhancing a healthy, natural environment for current and future generations
CanNRAKGFdzZA e 68 OFttSR F aOAlGe Ay I LI NJ ¢

Provides water, sewer, and wastewater services and infrastructure that reliably ensures public health

Provides water, sewer, and wastewater services and infrastructure that protects the environment

Safety

Is asafe community in which to live, learn, work, and play
Is wellprepared to respond to routine emergencies
Plans appropriately to respond to major emergencies

Mobility

Provides a safe transportation system for all users
Allows for travel withirthe city of Bellevue in a reasonable and predictable amount of time
Is doing a good job of planning for and implementing a range of transportation options

Neighborhoods

Has attractive and welhaintained neighborhoods

Has neighborhoods that are safe

I live in a neighborhood that supports families, particularly those with children
Neighborhood provides convenient access to my-ttaglay activities

Bellevue continues to achieve the highest ratings for beisafacommunity, consistent with the opeB Y RS R [ dzSa i A2y I 6 2 dzi
At the same timethe overall ratingfor safetyis the lowest since 2018018. While nostatistically significant, this trend should be carefully monitored

A
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There were significant increases in ratingstioo of the Key Community Indicator dimensfoiotably,ratings forneighborhoodsincreased significantly

and arethe highest in recent yea. While ratings fomobility continue to be lower than othedimensionsgcurrentratings for mobility aresignificantly

higher than in previous yeaend are the highest in recent yeaftdote that COVIbas decreased travel outside the home and may b giathis change.

Competitivenesdas continued to receive the second lowest ratings. While there were improvements between 2020 anthi2@2ngeis not
statistically significanEngagedtontinues to receivalightly belowaverage ratings and there has been no change over the years.

Figurell: Overall Performance on Key Community Indicator Dimensions

m 2016 - 2018 (Average)m 2019 = 2020 m 2021
10

@ oyMp HYo® Hy ¢ ®
b

o1pPY da y[ ¥ 7647707 59| "2

: : 7.34|7.30| 7-41| 7.34

7.2
6.96(7.00|6.97

Safety Neighborhoods Healthy Living Engaged Competitiveness Mobility

por /[ Indicates a significant increase or decrease from the previous year at ecdfitience level.
Mean based on elevgmointscaled KSNB dné¢ YShkya aadNBy3Ifte RAAFINBSE yR amné YSIkya aadNey3ate | INBSE
Base: All respondents
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KEYDRIVER&ANALYSIS

Key Drivers Analysises a combination of factor and regression analysidentify which ofthe Key Community Indicators (KCls) have the greatest

AYLI OG 2y NBAARSY(aQ a@nSehsurédby itsStadhtBoi Eha pugpdse of these abalyseSigtdafetermine which KCls contained

in the survey are most closdlya & 2 OA I | SR ¢Stair&ting. While Key Droz$s\aalysis somewhat complex, and a full description is beyond

the scope of this report, in its simplest foritey Drivers Analysis2 2 1 & F2 NJ I O2 NNBf | {-5tarsating esdthdw® & sheot the]WS & L2 ¥y R
responded to each of the KClIs. If there is a significant correlation between the two, then the KCI (or dimension) iSdanside2 dN& & SINE StarF (1 K S
rating.

®

There are three steps to this analysis.
1. Thefirststepintheafa@ 8A &4 6&aK2¢y 2y GKS ySEG LI 3S0 ARSY(GATASE (KSStBeihgy i 2

2. The second step in the analyii®ginning on pagél) identifies the extent to which each of the individwplestions contained whin the overall
dimension is a key driver. Again, regression analysis is used to idbatifydividualareas that drive St f S Btdz3a@riyThpse reults are
LINSASYGSR Ay 2NRSNJ 2F (GKS RAYSyairzyQa 20SNIff AYLRZNIIFyYyOSo

3. The final step in thanalysigbeginning on pagbb) is to identify key areas where Bellevue may wish to allocate additional resources based on
what is most important to residents (i.ehe] S& R NA @S NE-St& fating) 8nid tuSddizé&iorinanpe on the individualsCl
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All of thefive dimensions have a significant impactor§ t £ S @dzS Q: Figurel2: Key Drivers Analysi©verall Dimensions
While the relative impact of these dimensiotisange year over yearthey
have generallyemairedin the same order of importanc&he impact of

competitivenessand andsafetyincreasedrom 2021 (with slight Mobility

decreases in the other four categor)jes

Thesinglelargest drivercompetitiveness is also the dimension witbne Neighborhoods Competitiveness
of thethe lowest scors.

Safay is the second largesltriver and has the highest ratings noted and
while not statistically significant, ratings for safénave trended

downwards and should be carefully monitored.
Engaged

Healthy livingis the third largest driveiHealthy living also receives an
aboveaverage ratingRatings for health living have been relatively stabl
over the years. However, there is significant variance in these ratings
suggesting differences within key segments Healthy Living

All attributes shown are key drivershat is, a change in these areas would have a significant impact on
. St t SBtdeBatng. p
Figurel3: Overall Performance on Key Driver Dimarssio

Performance o river Dimensions

Neighborhoods Healthy Livinv Engaged Competitiveness Mobility

daitNBy3afte INBSE

Mean based on elevgmointscaled KSNB dané¢ YShkya dadaNBy3Ite RAAFIAINBSE FyR amné YShya
I = Above dimension avera, . = Similar to dimension averalfilllll = Below dimension average
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Competitivenesss the largest drivermeaning thatatings for this Figurel4: Key Drivers Analysi€Competitive
dimension have the largest overall impact Bellevu& &Stap Rating.

oy

L - . .. . i . Fosters and supports a
Within competitivenessall ofthe individual factors are significant drivers divet s Comnﬁfnity

St t S@dzS Qa with BehiNd gbdd platd td raiseRhildren maythe
largest impact. This individual factor also has the highest satisfaction ra
among among the factors in competitiveness.

Good place to

Competitive business raise children

environment

Visionary /
creative
community.

The second largest driver within the competitiveness dimension is by
looking ahead to meet regional challenges. While theralWscore is above
the median on a 40 point scalethis factor receives the lowest rating
among the factors within competitiveness. Improvements to this factor v Looking ahead
YFE1TS | y2uloftS AYLI OU 2y NBAaARSYy to meet regional
challenges

Planning for
growth

Looking ahead
to meet local
challenges
All attributes shown are key drivershat is, a change in these areas would have a significant impact on
Bellevu® &Stap rating.

Figurel5: Competitive Environment thibutes

' : : 7.25 6.94 7.09
Good place toraise  Creatinga  Fosters and supportSompetitive ahead to Visionary / creativePlanning for growth Looking ahead to

children competitive  a diverse community. meet regional community to add value to meet local
business challenges quality of life challenges
environment

Mean based on elevamointscaled KSNB dné¢ YShkya aadNBy3Ifte RAAFINBSE yR amné YSIya aadNBy3Ite | INBSE

I = Above dimension avera, . = Similar to dimension averalfilllll = Below dimension average
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Nearly alresidents agree thaBellevueis a good place to raise childréihile these numbers have been steady over the years, there has been a decrease
in the mean rating for the past three years. Notably in 2021, the percentage of strongly agree decreased with a correspoadsayirsomewhat

agree.

Is a good place to raise children
2016- 2018 (average) 2019 2020 2021
NET: Agree 90% 89% 87% 89%
Strongly Agree 45% 47% 48% 41%
Agree 45% 42% 40% 49%
NET: Disagree 5% 5% 6% 4%
Mean 8.02 8.09 7.97 7.93

Four out of fiveresidentscontinue toagree thatBellevueis doing a good job helping to create a competitive business environment that supports
entrepreneurs and creates jobé/hile ratings dipped in 2019, they have improved steadily since then and are at the higletsi/ktv

Is doing a good job helping to create a competitive business environment that supports entrepreneurs and creates jobs
2016- 2018 (average) 2019 2020 2021
NET: Agree 81% 78% 80% 80%
Strongly Agree 25% 27% 31% 34%,
Agree 56% 52% 50% 46%
NET: Disagree 8% 11% 11% 9%
Mean 7.18 7.05 7.21 7.44

Four out of five residents agree that Bellevue fosters and supports a diverse community where all residents have theitypjoolitenwell, work and
play.As with doing a good job to create a comipige business environment, the percentage of residents who strongly agree with this statement has

increased

Fosters and supports a diverse community where all residents have the opportunity to live well, work and play

2016- 2018 (average) 2019 2020 2021

NET: Agree 77% 80% 78% 81%
Strongly Agree 27% 33% 34% 36%t,
Agree 50% 47% 44% 45%
NET: Disagree 13% 12% 13% 11%
Mean 7.07 7.35 7.19 7.43
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There has been a steady improvement in the extent to which Bellevue residents agree that theaitg ia good job of planning for growtNotably,
there was a significanhcrease inthe percentage of Bellevue residents wagreewith this statement between 2020 and 2021.

Is doing a good job planning for growth in ways that add value to your qualityife
2016- 2018 (average) 2019 2020 2021
NET: Agree 74% 72% 67% 80%H
Strongly Agree 19% 21% 23% 26%
Agree 54% 51% 44% 53%
NET: Disagree 17% 19% 20% 11%0
Mean 6.55 6.43 6.53 7.091H

While still generally positiveBellevue residents are less likelydgirongly agreéthat Bellevue is doing a good job of looking ahead to meet regional
challengesHowever, there has been a slow but steady increase in the percentage who strongly agree with this statement oves.the year

Is doing a good job of looking ahead to meet regional challenges
2016- 2018 (average) 2019 2020 2021
NET: Agree 73% 71% 71% 78%
Strongly Agree 17% 21% 22% 26%,
Agree 55% 49% 49% 51%
NET: Disagree 14% 15% 14% 10%
Mean 6.54 6.62 6.72 7.021

Themajority ofresidentscontinue toagree that Bellevue is a visionary community in which creativity is fostéhezie has been little to no change in

attitudes over the year

Is a visionary community in which creativity is fostered
2016-2018(average) 2019 2020 2021
NET: Agree 73% 76% 70% 76%
Strongly Agree 20% 22% 23% 23%
Agree 53% 54% 47% 52%
NET: Disagree 12% 11% 14% 11%
Mean 6.74 6.95 6.65 6.94

While the majority of residents agree that Bellevue is doing a good job of loak#ay to meeting local challengebis rating is significantly lower than

that for how well Bellevue is meeting regional challenges

A

Is doing a good job of looking ahead to meet local challenges

2016- 2018 (average) 2019 2020 2021

NET: Agree 73% 70% 71% 76%
Strongly Agree 18% 19% 20% 24%
Agree 55% 51% 51% 52%
NET: Disagree 15% 16% 17% 13%
Mean 6.52 6.50 6.53 6.90
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Healthy livinghas the second largest impact 8ellevue& B-Star Rating. Figurel6: Key Drivis Analysis Healthy Living

Everyattribute within this dimension haa significant impactoi KS O

rating. e
Can be called a "City in a park" Supports

Perhaps reflecting the current environment (during COVID), providing a health and
SYG@ANRYYSyYy(l GKI G adzldLi2 NI a-bemdisiby rarc well-being
GKS Y2ald AYLRNIFYd FIFO0G2NI RNADAYy

Experience
nature where
live, work, play

Atthe same time, raintaining and enhancing the natural environméat
current and future generationghe number one driver i2020, has
decreased in impact.

While ratings are generally positive for all attributes within this dimensio Maintaining /
ratings are below the average within this dimension for maintaining and enhanmlng
enhancing thenatural environment for current and futurgenerations This nal Water, sewer,

. . environment
is also the most important faar. yy waste ensures
ater, sewe, public health

waste protects
the
envirnoment

All attributes shown are key drivara change in these areas would have a significant impa&esievu€ &
Star rating.

Residents give generally positiv ratings for all aspects of healthy \isting
clean water and access to nature garnering the highest ratings. Moreov
ratings have remained relatively stable over time.

Figurel7: Performance of Healthy Living Attributes

Water, sewer, waste Opportunities to  Environmentsup Healthy Living Overall Maintaining and
infrastructure ensures experience nature health andwell-bein enhancing natural
public health envirnoment environment

Mean based on elevgmointscales K SNE ané YSIya aadNRy3afte RAAFANBSE FyR amné YSIEya aadNepy3ate | INBSe
I = Above dimension avera,. = Similar to dimension averalfillll = Below dimension average
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.Sttt SPdzZSQa LIS NF avater, lsefv€ SaindavysteiaiblBe@iteRtatfeliably ensure public healtiias held steadfor several yearsvith
roughly 90 percent of residentadicatingthe city doing a good job.

Provides water, sewer, and waste water services and infrastructure that reliably ensure pulelidth
2016- 2018 (average) 2019 2020 2021
NET: Agree 92% 91% 89% 93%
Strongly Agree 49% 51% 48% 52%
Agree 43% 40% 41% 41%
NET: Disagree 4% 2% 5% 2%
Mean 8.15 8.24 8.10 8.36

Residents also agree thBellevue offers them opportunities to experience nature where they live, work, and\Waije these ratingdrave been
consistent over the year# should be noted that the strength of agreement (i.e., percentage strongly agree) has been increasirgy tiredrigghest
level in the past five plus years

Offers me and my family opportunities to experience nature where we live, work, and play
2016- 2018 (average) 2019 2020 2021
NET: Agree 90% 89% 87% 90%
Strongly Agree 42% 46% 46% 50%
Agree 49% 43% 41% 40%
NET: Disagree 5% 6% 7% 4%
Mean 7.88 7.95 7.87 8.21

While most Bellevueesidents agree that Bellevue provides an environment that supports health andh&ietj the strength of agreement with this
increasingly importanattribute is less i.e., more residents agree rather than strongly agree with this statement

Provides an environment that supports my personal health and weding

2016-2018(average) 2019 2020 2021

NET: Agree 88% 89% 85% 90%
Strongly Agree 38% 41% 42% 41%
Agree 51% 48% 43% 49%
NET: Disagree 5% 6% 8% 4%
Mean 7.78 7.81 7.74 7.98
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Residents aréess likely to strongly agree that the citsopides water, sewer, and wasteater services and infrastructure that protect the environment

as compared to ensing public safety

Provides water, sewer, and waste water services and infrastructure thattpobthe environment
2016- 2018 (average) 2019 2020 2021
NET: Agree 88% 88% 84% 89%
Strongly Agree 41% 40% 42% 42%
Agree 48% 48% 42% 47%
NET: Disagree 4% 4% 8% 3%
Mean 7.87 7.86 7.72 7.99

While still positiveresidents give a somewhat loweating for the extent to which Bellevue is doing a good job of maintaing and enhancing a health
neature environment for current and future generatioi@f note, the percentage who disagreed with this statement increased significantly in 2020 but

decreasedo earlier levels in 2021.

Is doing a good job of maintaining and enhancing a healthy natural environment for current and future genetation

2016- 2018 (average) 2019 2020 2021

NET: Agree 85% 85% 79% 87%
Strongly Agree 35% 36% 38% 37%
Agree 51% 49% 42% 50%
NET: Disagree 7% 9% 13%t, 6%40
Mean 7.60 7.54 7.35 7.71

2 KAt S NBaARBBeleder WI NAFRGEE & 0S5 Kt i NB 10 KB/ X @& Moperteraayy wilkdisagredityBis/ & A 2 v

statement decreasedignificantly in 2021, leading to the highest rating in recent years

/Ly NARIKGtEte 6S OFrttSR I a/AdGe Ay LI

2016- 2018 (average) 2019 2020 2021

NET: Agree 68% 73% 67% 76%
Strongly Agree 28% 29% 30% 31%
Agree 40% 44% 38% 44%
NET: Disagree 20% 17% 23% 14%0
Mean 6.57 6.84 6.56 7.14
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Within the neighborhoods dimensionafety continues to be the most Figurel8: Key Drivers AnalysidNeighborhoods
AYLRNIFYG ySAIKOoO2NK22R | GGNX6dzi €

Convenient access to the things they need for their-tiagay activities

increased in impact. Neighborhood

has convenient
access

Neighborhoods
are safe

While all neighborhood factors receive relatively positive ratings (greate
than 7 on the 13point scale)ratings are significantly higher for well
maintained neighborhoodand convenient

Ratings for safety arglightlybelow the average for this dimension.

Having neighborhoods that support families with children continues to
receive the lowest ratingg.hese ratings are significantly below the avear
for this dimension.

¢CKS LRAAGADGS N GAy3Ia WebddnreftivdlyS 0 d NeighbOREEE.

supports Attractive and
stable over the years. tamilies Vi -

children maintained
neighborhoods

All attributes shown are key drivershat is, a change in these areas would have a significant impact on
Bellevu® &Stap rating.

Figurel9: Performance of Neighborhood Attributes

Attractive and well-maintained Convenient access mll Support families

Mean based on elevgmointscales K SNE ané YSkya daadNRy3Ifte RAAFIANBSE yR amné YSEya
I = Above dimension avera,,. = Similar to dimension averalfillll = Below dimensh average
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Nearly alresidents agree thaBellevue has attractive and wellaintained neighborhoods. This measin&s been increasing yeaweryear for the past

five plus years and is not at its highest levels yet

Bellevue has attractive anavell-maintained neighborhoods.
2016- 2018 (average) 2019 2020 2021
NET: Agree 92% 94% 91% 97%m
Strongly Agree 39% 41% 48% 47%
Agree 53% 53% 43% 50%
NET: Disagree 4% 4% 3% 2%
Mean 7.94 8.05 8.091 8.35h

Nine out of tenresidents agree thatey live in a neighborhood that provides convenient access tetal@ay activitiesMoreover, strength of agreement

is strong (with significantly more residents strongly agreeing compared to somewhat agnessjneasure haseld seady from 2015 to present.

I live in a neighborhood that provides convenient access to my-tieyday activities
2016- 2018 (average) 2019 2020 2021
NET: Agree 89% 91% 90% 89%
Strongly Agree 46% 50% 56% 51%
Agree 43% 41% 34% 38%
NET: Disagree 7% 4% 7% 7%
Mean 7.99 8.19 8.12 8.10

While the majority of Bellevue residents agree tiailevue neighborhoods are satbe strength of this agreement is not as evidene., somewhat
more residents agree rather than strongly agristareover, this mixchanged in 2021, pushing the rating to somewhat below average for this dimension.

While not statistically significant, this should be monitored.

Bellevue neighborhoods are safe.
2016- 2018 (average) 2019 2020 2021
NET: Agree 91% 88% 89% 92%
Strongly Agree 39% 47% 47% 43%
Agree 51% 41%0 42%0 49%,
NET: Disagree 4% 6% 7% 4%
Mean 7.87 7.94 7.92 7.99

Bellevue residents are increasingly likely to feel that their neighborhood supports families, particularly those witim.childre

I live in aneighborhood that supports families, particularly those with children

A

2016- 2018 (average) 2019 2020 2021
NET: Agree 76% 81% 79% 88%
Strongly Agree 32% 38% 36% 40%
Agree 44% 42% 42% 48%
NET: Disagree 13% 11% 9% 5%
Mean 7.19 7.391 7.32 7.87h
48| Page



All attributes within theengaged dimension have a significant impact on Figure20: Key Drivers Analysis€£ngaged

St t SBurRaiag. p

Encourages Welcoming and
As in the pastistening to residents and seeking their involvmenone of civic supportive city
thei 2L G062 RNADSNE 2 TAttliekdne finfe,ithisQ & engagement
attribute continues tdbe given the lowest ratingf the attributes within
this dimension.

While ratings for engaged attributes have fluctuated over the years, the:
differences are not statistically significant.

Keeps
residents
informed Listens to
residents and
seeks
involvement

All attributes shown are key drivershat is, a change in these areas would have a significant impact on
Bellevu€ &Stap rating.

Figure21. Performance of Engagédtributes

0
Welcoming and supportive city Keeps residents informed UverallEncourages civic engagemeritistens to residents and seeks
involvement

Mean based on elevgmointscales K SNE ané YSIEya aadNRy3afte RAAFANBSE FyR amné YSIEya aadNepy3ate | aINBSe
I = Above dimension averay, = Similar to dimension averaljillll = Below dimension average
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Keeping residents informed given the highest ratin While very positive, a greater percentage of residents agree rather than strongly agree with this

statement
Does a good job of keeping residents informed

2016- 2018 (average) 2019 2020 2021

NET: Agree 86% 85% 85% 86%
Strongly Agree 32% 36% 33% 35%
Agree 54% 50% 52% 50%
NET: Disagree 6% 10% 9% 8%
Mean 7.58 7.51 7.50 7.63

Just over four out of fiveesidents agre@®ellevue is a welcoming and supportive city that demonstrates caring for people through its asgaims.

greater percentage of residents agree rather than strongly agree with this statement

Is a welcoming and supportive city thatemonstrates caring for people through its actions

A

2016- 2018 (average) 2019 2020 2021
NET: Agree 83% 84% 84% 82%
Strongly Agree 29% 35% 36% 32%
Agree 53% 49% 48% 51%
NET: Disagree 7% 9% 7% 9%
Mean 7.39 7.44 7.56 7.41
Four out of fiveresidents agree thaBellevue promotes a community that encourages civic engagement.
Promotes a community that encourages civic engagement
2016- 2018 (average) 2019 2020 2021
NET: Agree 80% 80% 82% 79%
Strongly Agree 26% 31% 31% 29%
Agree 54% 50% 51% 50%
NET: Disagree 8% 11% 10% 12%
Mean 7.18 7.21 7.36 7.23
Four out of fiveresidents agree thaBellevudistens to its residents and seeks their involvement
Listens to its residents and seeks their involvement
2016- 2018 (average) 2019 2020 2021
NET: Agree 81% 79% 80% 78%
Strongly Agree 25% 30% 29% 30%
Agree 56% 48% 52% 48%
NET: Disagree 8% 14% 12% 13%
Mean 7.19 7.09 7.21 7.14
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While dl of the factorswithin the mobility dimensiorare key drivers of Figure22: Key Drivers AnalysidMobility

St t SBurRaend, providing a safe transportation system for all use

is by far the most important factor Travel within
i Range of
Mobility is the lowest scoring attribute overd&lut has the second lowest reasonable transportation

impact of the driver attributesRatings for the most important factorsafe amount of options
transportationsystent receiveswell-aboveaverage ratings when time
compared to the othefactors included in this dimension

Therehavebeen some fluctuation in these ratings in recent years, notab
for being able to travel within theity of Bellevue in a reasonable and
predictable amount of timeWith the exception of 2018hese changes are
not statistically significant.

Safe
transportation
system
All attributes shown are key drivershat is, a change in these areas would have a significant impact on
Bellevu€ &Stap rating.

Figure23: Performance of Mobility Attributes

Safe transportation system Mobility Overal ngarange of transportation Travel within a reasonable amount of
options time

Mean based on elevgmointscales K SNE ané YSIFya aadNRy3afte RAAFANBSE FyR amné YSIEya aadNepy3ate | aINBSeE
I = Above dimension avera,. = Similar to dimension averalfillll = Below dimension average

A
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Four out of fiveresidents agree thaBellevue Provides a safe transportation system for all ugef6S LIS NO Sy

statement increased in 2018nd has remainedtable since then

2T NBaARSyl

Q)¢

Provides a safe transportation system for all users.
2016-2018(average) 2019 2020 2021
NET: Agree 82% 83% 80% 79%
Strongly Agree 29% 35% 32% 35%
Agree 53% 48% 48% 45%
NET: Disagree 9% 11% 14% 11%
Mean 7.33 7.47 7.16 7.32

Three out of fouresidents agree thaBellevues doing a good job of planning for amdplementing a range of transportation optioriRatings for this
aspect of mobility has varied over the years, due to significant changes in the percentage of respondents who stronihigtddgevue is doing a good

job of planningThe average ratinfpr this factor is at its highest level in recent years.

'Is doing a good job of planning for and implementing a range of transportation options.
2016- 2018 (average) 2019 2020 2021
NET: Agree 71% 80%m 73%60 80%m
Strongly Agree 19% 30%t, 25%0 31%t
Agree 52% 50% 48% 49%
NET: Disagree 17% 14% 17% 11%
Mean 6.56 7.02 6.73 7.131

More than three out of fouresidents agree thaBellevueallows for travel within thecity in a reasonable and predictable amount of tingesignificant
increase from prioyears. The current rating is the highest in recent years. This increase may be due in part to decreaseaimdtrenate traffic due to

COVImo.
Allows for travel withinthe City of Bellevue in a reasonable and predictable amount of time

2016- 2018 (average) 2019 2020 2021

NET: Agree 66% 73% 66% 77%h
Strongly Agree 17% 26% 23% 25%
Agree 49% 47% 43% 52%
NET: Disagree 23% 19% 23% 17%
Mean 6.27 6.61 6.36 7.00m
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All of the attributes within the safety dimension have a significant impac Figure24: Key Drivers AnalysisSafety

St t SBurRaiagThe extent to which the city plans appropriately t
respond to major emergenciés currentlythe most important factoin
2021. The importance of thfactor alsoincreased in 2019The increasing Prepar.ed foy
importance of this factor is most likely due to the continuetpact of en:gfgtg':cies
COVIBEL9.

oy

Safe community in
which to live, learn,
work and play

Bellevue receives relatively high ratings for all aspects of safetyever,
how well the city plans to respond to major emergies (now the most
important factor) receives the lowest rating

Plans for
major
emergencies

All attributes shown are key drivershat is, a change in these areas would have a significant impact on
Bellevu® 5 Star rating.

Figure25: Performance of Safety Attributes

Safe community in which to live, learn, Prepared to respondto Safe Overall Plans appropriately to respond to
work, and play emergencies major emergencies

Mean based on elevgmointscales K SNE ané YSIFya aadNRy3afte RAAFANBSE FyR amné YSIEya aadNepy3ate | aINBSeE
I - Above dimension averag. = Similar to dimension averalfillll = Below dimension average
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Nearly all residentagree thatBellevueis a safe community in which to live, learn, work, and pldys measure has held steaulyer the years

Is a safe community in which to live, learn, work, and play.
2016-2018(average) 2019 2020 2021
NET: Agree 96% 93% 96% 95%
Strongly Agree 61% 59% 61% 58%
Agree 35% 34% 35% 37%
NET: Disagree 2% 1% 1% 3%
Mean 8.64 8.58 8.65 8.50

Most residentsalsoagree thatBellevue is welprepared to respond to routine emergenciddis figure has remained stable over the years

Is well prepared to respond to routine emergencies.

2016- 2018 (average) 2019 2020 2021

NET: Agree 94% 92% 91% 92%
Strongly Agree 50% 55% 55% 53%
Agree 44% 37% 36% 38%
NET: Disagree 1% 2% 3% 2%
Mean 8.40 8.41 8.35 8.33

While still positive, somewhat fewer residents agree tBatlevueplans appropriately to respond to major emergenciesidents are split in terms of the

strength of their agreementvith somewhat more agreeing than strongly agree@reover, the extent to which residents agree that Belleplens

appropriately for major emergencdss varied over the years. After increasing between 2019 and 2020, overall agreement dropped in 2021, perhaps

reflecting impacts of COVAI®.

Plans appropriately to respond to major emergencies.

2016-2018(average) 2019 2020 2021

NET: Agree 90% 83% 86% 82%0
Strongly Agree 36% 37% 38% 38%
Agree 54% 45% 47% 44%
NET: Disagree 3% 5% 4% 5%
Mean 7.84 7.69 7.80 7.69
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The final step in the analysis is to identify key areas where Bellevue may wish to allocate additional resources baskeid arostienportant to
residents (i.ethel S& RNXA @S NA-Starating) &hdl durfedt gesf@raange on the individwaTs. Fourresource allocation strategies are
identified:

1.

4.

Investy ¢ KSaS FNB I NBIa (KI iStalrandg antl Shere RS NANBBYSFiit §@dz6 Q& 2p | GSNI 3¢
overall mean of the KCls in each dimenslamestinginthda S | NBI & ¢2dzZ R KI @S | a-Stanhtidg htkeltapléon they LI O
next pagethese KCls are highlighteddarkred.

MaintainY ¢ KSaS | NB | NBI & A RSy i-StarfathiantwaerefeSident® NR B SBIFowv8 fvdragbdhendmeSed a p

to the overall mean of the KCls in each dimensio®& O} dz& S 2F G KS A YLI OG 2 TitidirkpSreard to mdinkam axisthy . St €
levels of service in these areas as a decrease in the level of service would hayeS 3| G A @S A Y LIBtdbrating? These Ilisfars @ dzS Q &
highlighted indarkgreen.

Monitor:¢ KS&S I NB | NBl & ARSY (A TFSta®RI A YA {ISER RNK BSBENBIFARSY i ST dISDREPY
comparedtotheovera¥ Sy 2F GKS Y/ La Ay SIOK RAYSyarzyo . SOl daAaS &l ( KS A
satisfaction, these are areas to monitor and invest additional resources as available to improve performance. These liigimghted in @rk
yellow.

NonDriversy ¢ KS&S NB I NBFa y2i A RS$dratiglasdRall intdthrgeSategdtidéh SSNB 2 F . St f S@dzS

a. Lower than average agreeme¥t ¢ KS&S T NBE | NBlFa ¢gKSNBE NBAARSYyGaQ AINBSYSwd Aa
KCls in each dimensiofhese KCls are highligl in light red in the table on the next page

b. Above average agreement. KSa$S N5 I NBlFa 6KSNB NBaARSydaQ FaINBSYSyid Aa I062¢
in each dimensiorTheseKCls are highlighted in light greenthe table on the next page

c. Average Agreementt KS&S I NBE I NBlIa ¢gKSNBE NBAARSydGaQ FaANBSYSyd Aa a 2N
each dimensionThese KCls are highlighted in lightlgelin the table on the next page
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Table8: Resource Allocation Analysis

Healthy Living

Range of
transportation options

Encourages
community Safe neighborhoods

engagement

Looking ahead to mee
regional challenges

Visionary / creative
community

.: Key driver, lowethan-averageagreementinvest = Key driver, near averaggreement invest asallowed .: Key driver, abovaverageagreemenf maintain
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BELLEVUNEIGHBORHOODS

Neighborhood as @lace to Live

Asdemonstrated in the Key Drivers Analysis, Bellevue neighborhoods are a core strength of the city. These additional shumsttbas rearly all
Bellevue residents feel positive about their neighborhood as a place tdNilaige thishas remainedelatively steady over the yearghere was a decrease
in the percentage of Bellevue residents reporting that their neighborhood is an excellent placeimc2020. However, this percentage rebounded in
2021and is consistent with previous years

Figure26Y t SNOSLIiA2ya 2F . SttS50dzSQa bSAIKO2NK22RA

Excellent
mmm Good
mmmm Neutral
Poor / Very Poor

E==\lean

2016 - 2018 (Average)

HOOD1 Overall, how would you describe your neighborhood as a place to live?

por /Indicates a significant increase or decrease from the previous year at a 95% confidence level. .
Meanbasedonelevenl2 Ay i aO0FtS SKSNB ané YSIyad a+£SNB LR2NE FyR damné YSIya &a9EOStfSyids
Base: All respondents
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While there is some variation by neighborhodite majority of residents in all neighborhoods are positive. Somelsmthwest Bellevue, and West Lake
Sammamish are given the most positive ratinga the other hand, Crossroads receives the lowest.

Table9: Perception of Neighborhood by Neighborhood

Poor Neutral Good Excellent Mean Sample Size
BelRed 15% 0% 35% 50% 7.38 (n=9)
Bridle Trails 8% 0% 45% 46% 7.95 (n=24)
Cougar Mountain / Lakemont 0% 0% 48% 520 861 (n=26)
Crossroads 8% 4% 65% 24% 7.38 (n=32)
Downtown 5% 5% 35% 55% 8.27 (n=73)
Eastgate 0% 0% 63% 37% 8.03 (n=24)
Factoria 17% 0% 54% 29% 7.40 (n=10)
Lake Hills 0% 9% 59% 32% 8.02 (n=54)
Newport 0% 0% 62% 38% 8.11 (n=21)
Northeast Bellevue 0% 1% 49% 50% 8.32 (n=36)
Northwest Bellevue 2% 0% 27% 71% 9.16 (n=25)
West Lake Sammamis 0% 0% 20% 80% 9.06 (n=22)
Somerset 0% 0% 18% 82% 9.20 (n=16)
West Bellevue 0% 0% 49% 51% 8.42 (n=29)
Wilburton 0% 0% 50% 50% 8.56 (n=17)
Woodridge 0% 0% 58% 42% 8.41 (n=16)
HOOD1 Overall, how would you describe your neighborhood as a place to live?
Meanbasedoneleven2 Ay i a0l fS 6KSNB ané YSIyad a+SNBE LR2NE YR dmné YSIya G9EOStf Syids
Base: All respondents
Use caution in interpreting these results; small sample sizes
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Snse of Belonging

A major change to the survey was made in 2021 to obtain a better sense of the extent to which Bellevue residents féeBthattrtNB LI NI 2 F 2 |
their community. A literature review was conducted and aiteéPh scale (theSense of Community Index [SCI]) was identified that provides an overall

measure of sense of belongimpK S a{ SyasS 2F /2YYdzyrAdé LYRSE¢ o6{/ L0 A& o6l aSR 2y (KS2NJ
by Sarason (1974and updated byMcMillan and Chavis in 1986 and again in 20A8ense of belonging waefined & | G FSSt Ay 3 ofi KI G
68t 2y3IAYy3 yR 08AYy3 AYLRNIFYd G2 SFOK 20KSNE FyR | AKHeMBR FlIAGK GKI

The orginal SCI scalssed 24 scale items antovided an overall measure of sense of belonging as well as attitudes within four different dimensions that
represent different aspects of belonging:

T NeedsFulfilmentt ¢ KS SEGSyid (2 6 KA OK remtYytiuzyekoilrées a0&labe Sididightheyf S&nRership or associations
in the community.

1 Emotional connectionThe belief and commitment that community members share history, common places, time together, and similar
experiences.

1 Membership The extento which community members feel that their community is a group and that they feel they are a part of this group.

1 Influence The extent to which a person is influenced and attracted by the community, its activities, and its members.

The City of Bellevuehose to use d2-item scale developed by Perkins, et al. (198@} alsoassesssthe four factors proposed by McMillan and Chavis
and the four correspondindimension$. This research found thatse of a smaller scale (12 versus 24 iterad)ices survelength and respondent
burden but does not reduce the reliability of scale measuremiglutzeover, it was found that the scadpplies to different types of communities, both
relational and locationalThis scal@ppears to be the most frequently used quiative measure of sense of community in the social sciences and has
been used in numerous studies worldwide andalid measurement instrument

The items are scored on an-pbintscaled KSNBE aGné YSIya GaiNRyddaaNRyat ANBINSBYR amné YSIya

2Sarason, S. B. (197Zhe psychological sense of community: Prospects for a community psych8lg¥rancisco: Josdggss.

saQaArftftlys 51 BAR FYR [/ KI@A&aZ 51 @ARI Jouihd of EBnmenity Psyehwlogirymedd Yanuary BEFpb2BA G A2y YR ¢KS2NR X §
4 Perkins, D. D., Florin, P., Rich, R. C., Wandersman, A., & Chavis, D. MP&t8&phation and the

social and physical environment of residential blocks: Crime and community context. American Journal of Community P<h&ti9)®g/115.
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Bellevue residents haweery mixed feelings abotiheir overall sense Figure27: OverallSense of Community Index
of belonging Over half of residents indicate having some sense o
community (68 on a scale from-Q0). However,one in five residents
indicate havindittle to no snse of belonging in their community.

Overall Mean = 6.25

¢KS YSIy a0O2NB Aa 2dzaid 02098
from 0-10. Strong Sense of
Belonging Limited / No
(9-10) Sense of
4% Belonging
(0-4)
21%

Some sense of
Belonging
(6-8)
54%

Meanbasedon HLI2 Ay (i &aOFf S g KSNB &AL YyHESE y§ RaaMmni
dSyasS 27 o0St2y3AyIToé
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